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ABSTRACT
Initial Development and Validation of a New Measure of Students’ Social-Emotional
Competencies
by
Stephanie Vinal, Master of Science
Utah State University, 2022

Major Professor: Tyler Renshaw, Ph.D.
Department: Psychology
In order to support student success, schools and researchers are targeting
non-academic skills, termed social-emotional learning. Social-emotional learning (SEL)
represents the process by which students develop critical thinking and problem-solving
skills, establish healthy and positive relationships, and identify as well as regulate
emotions. Research shows SEL interventions are effective in decreasing student problems
(e.g., anxiety, depression, low motivation; Barry et al., 2015; Corcoran, et al., 2018;
Durlak et al., 2011; Weare & Nind, 2011) and increasing positive student outcomes (e.g.,
academic success, personal growth; Merrell, 2010; Zins et al., 2007). Although SEL is
gaining popularity among practitioners and researchers, there is minimal research that
ascertains the accuracy and meaningfulness of the constructs included within the SEL
framework, with notable gaps in the areas of psychometrically sound assessment and
measurement tools of SEL competencies (Denham, 2015, Ross & Tolan, 2018). This
purpose of this present project was to conduct the initial development and validation of a
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teacher-report scale of SEL competencies aligned to the CASEL’s five-factor model of
SEL competencies.
A sample of 18 elementary school teachers completed the pilot measure and two
additional measures of student wellbeing and behavioral challenges. Observed scores
from the resulting SSECTRS model also showed relatively normally distributed scales
with strong internal consistency reliability. Expected relationships were found between
the teacher reports of wellbeing (SWTRS) and mental health measures (SDQ) with the
SSECTRS. The SSECTRS yielded convergent validity, positive correlations between
wellbeing indicators of the SWTRS, and the one subscale of positive wellbeing of the
SDQ and divergent validity, negative correlations with the SDQ.
To reflect the school-bound context of this measure, it is captured as the Student
Social-Emotional Competency Teacher Rating Scale (SSECTRS) containing to
independent domains; “Community Competencies” (Factor 1) and “Personal Identity”
(Factor 2). The initial validation of the SSECTRS provides preliminary support for its use
as a brief assessment tool that may be useful for screening and progress monitoring
purposes to evaluate SEL competencies in schools. Ultimately, participants will learn
how they might use and interpret scores from the SSECTRS to support SEL
implementation in schools.
(92 pages)
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PUBLIC ABSTRACT

Initial Development and Validation of a New Measure of Students’ Social-Emotional
Competencies
Stephanie Vinal

In order to support student success, schools and researchers are targeting nonacademic skills, termed social-emotional learning. Social-emotional learning (SEL)
represents the process by which students develop critical thinking and problem-solving
skills, establish healthy and positive relationships, and identify as well as regulate
emotions. Research shows SEL interventions are effective in decreasing student problems
(e.g., anxiety, depression, low motivation; Barry et al., 2015; Corcoran, et al., 2018;
Durlak et al., 2011; Weare & Nind, 2011) and increasing positive student outcomes (e.g.,
academic success, personal growth; Merrell, 2010; Zins et al., 2007). Although SEL is
gaining popularity among practitioners and researchers, there is minimal research that
ascertains the accuracy and meaningfulness of the constructs included within the SEL
framework, with notable gaps in the areas of psychometrically sound assessment and
measurement tools of SEL competencies (Denham, 2015, Ross & Tolan, 2018). This
purpose of this present project was to conduct the initial development and validation of a
teacher-report scale of SEL competencies aligned to the CASEL’s five-factor model of
SEL competencies.
A sample of 18 elementary school teachers completed the pilot measure and two
additional measures of student wellbeing and behavioral challenges. Observed scores
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from the resulting SSECTRS model also showed relatively normally distributed scales
with strong internal consistency reliability. Expected relationships were found between
the teacher reports of wellbeing (SWTRS) and mental health measures (SDQ) with the
SSECTRS. The SSECTRS yielded convergent validity, positive correlations between
wellbeing indicators of the SWTRS, and the one subscale of positive wellbeing of the
SDQ and divergent validity, negative correlations with the SDQ.
To reflect the school-bound context of this measure, it is captured as the Student
Social-Emotional Competency Teacher Rating Scale (SSECTRS) containing to
independent domains; “Community Competencies” (Factor 1) and “Personal Identity”
(Factor 2). The initial validation of the SSECTRS provides preliminary support for its use
as a brief assessment tool that may be useful for screening and progress monitoring
purposes to evaluate SEL competencies in schools. Ultimately, participants will learn
how they might use and interpret scores from the SSECTRS to support SEL
implementation in schools.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Social-emotional learning (SEL) in K–12 schools is garnering increased attention
in research, education, and policy spheres. Numerous studies have found an empirical
connection between improved SEL competencies and long-term success in academics
and personal achievement (e.g., Corcoran, et al., 2018; Barry et al., 2015; Durlak et al.,
2011; Weare & Nind, 2011). Improvements in SEL competencies lead to increased
feeling of belonging and connectedness, motivation, and positive school behavior, as well
as decreases in negative school behaviors (e.g., Merrell, 2010; Zins et al., 2007).
Although SEL is gaining popularity among practitioners and researchers, there is minimal
research that ascertains the accuracy and meaningfulness of the constructs included
within the SEL framework (Ross & Tolan, 2018), with notable gaps in the areas of
psychometrically sound assessment and measurement tools of SEL competencies
(Denham, 2015).
One of the most internationally notable and commonly cited theoretical models of
SEL is the five-factor framework proposed by the Collaboration for Social Emotional and
Academic Success (CASEL; 2015). Founded in 1994, CASEL provides resources that
address systems-level SEL interventions and models for schools and districts across the
country and the globe. Ura et al. (2017) analyzed SEL interventions in 111 studies and
found that only 24.5% of the intervention studies directly measured outcomes aligned to
the SEL competencies in the CASEL five-factor model. The study also concluded that the
measurement tools utilized in these 111 studies focus on more broad interpretations of the
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SEL domains compared with constructs within the CASEL five-factor model, yet the
CASEL model has conceptual overlap with many other social and emotional skills (Ura,
et al., 2017).
In order to further the empirical basis for SEL interventions aligned to the CASEL
five-factor model, a psychometrically defensible measure of the CASEL competencies is
needed. This study will conduct the initial development and validation of a teacher-report
scale of SEL competencies that intends to measure CASEL’s five-factor model of SEL
competencies. This study will utilize expert reviewers, sample elementary teachers’
responses to pilot items, and carry out statistical analyses to explore the empirical support
for a new measurement tool aligned to targeted and observable (by teachers) SEL
competencies aligned to the CASEL five-factor model. Including these additional
measures will result in negative correlations of the new measure with the problemoriented scales (SDQ) and positive correlations with wellbeing-oriented scales (SWTRS).
Specifically, this study will address the following research questions:
1. Do the pilot items for the new SEL measure have face validity (as judged by
expert reviewers) when compared to the CASEL five-factor model?
2. Does factor analysis of the item pool support a measurement model that aligns
with the CASEL five-factor model?
3. Post-factor analysis, will the resulting SEL measurement model have adequate
psychometric properties for use as a school-based assessment instrument?
4. Do scores from the new SEL measure have theory-consistent relationships
with scores from teacher-report student wellbeing and mental health
measures?
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

There is a consensus among educators, school personnel, policy makers, and
researchers that schools should prioritize holistic skill development in addition to content
information to better prepare students for the 21st century (Ravitch 2000; Rose & Gallup,
2000). In order for students to achieve academically, they need positive school behaviors
and mental wellbeing (O’Connell et al., 2009). In an effort to ameliorate low student
achievement, schools and researchers acknowledge that addressing SEL competencies is
a pre-requisite to academic and educational success (Barry et al., 2017; Baldacchino,
2017; Carter et al., 2009; Brusnahan & Gatti, 2011). The term social-emotional learning
(SEL), which was first introduced by the Fetzer group in 1997, represents the process by
which students develop critical thinking and problem-solving skills, establish healthy and
positive relationships, and identify as well as regulate emotions (Elias et al., 1997).
Multiple meta-analyses provide empirical support for SEL interventions and
programs to improving student subjective wellbeing, academic indicators, and other
prosocial and positive behaviors (Corcoran et al., 2018; Boncu et al., 2017; Durlak et al.,
2011; Durlak et al., 2010; Farrington & Ttofi, 2010). In Corocoan et al.’s (2018) metaanalysis, they found that SEL interventions had a positive impact on reading (g = 0.25),
mathematics (g = 0.26), and science (g = 0.19) when compared to traditional
interventions. In addition to academic outcomes, meta-analyses have found overall small
but significant effect sizes for SEL interventions on reducing disruptive and problem
behaviors (Piquero et al., 2010). Boncu et al. (2017) reviewed 33 articles that
implemented school-based SEL interventions with adolescents and youth (N = 742) and
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found statistically significant effect sizes (g = 0.31) of overall SEL interventions targeting
domains such as internalizing and externalizing problems, attitudes towards self/others,
and prosocial behaviors outcomes (Boncu, et al., 2017). Current research indicates that
SEL interventions have a positive impact on desired outcomes and can significantly
reduce negative outcomes. Across all of these SEL interventions, there are a myriad of
different intervention formats, conceptual foundations, assessment tools, and outcomes,
which makes identifying the mechanisms and competencies that change during
interventions difficult to ascertain. A digital search conducted for this study found over
75 programs identifying their goal to promote or build SEL competencies (e.g., Schoolconnect, RULER approach, Second Step, Strong Kids, Strong Teens, etc.), many of
which are included in the CASEL guides to choosing SEL programming (CASEL, 2010).
By better operationalizing the mechanisms and competencies impacted in SEL
interventions, we can more accurately monitor changes in SEL competencies and how
such changes lead to other desired outcomes.
Although there have been numerous programs and measures designed to target
SEL competencies, the foundational conceptual theory of SEL has not been adequately
researched or explored (Stearns, 2019). There are many terms that reference similar
phenomena associated with SEL, including school-based mental health, student
wellbeing, social skills, and social-emotional skills and competencies. There are also
various practices and interventions that are tied to SEL, including self-regulation, selfmonitoring, self-efficacy, and student wellbeing strategies (Denham, 2017; Stearns,
2019). SEL is also often times used synonymously with different emotional and other
non-academic interventions that focus on so-called noncognitive skills (Borghans et al.,
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2008), which further convolutes an understanding of the nature of SEL and associated
interventions.
Models of SEL
Throughout the past 20 years, an increased number of SEL theoretical models,
programs, and measures have emerged to provide guidance for school-based leaders,
psychologists, and teachers to improve systems and interventions for student wellbeing
and mental wellness (Corcoran et al., 2018). One of the predominant models of the
current conceptualization of SEL is the Positive Youth Development (PYD) framework
(Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Lerner et al., 2009; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003), which
focuses on the developmental pathways, skills, and strengths young people need in order
to develop into self-actualizing adults. The PYD approach takes the following three
perspectives to account for youth social-emotional development: human development,
community organization and development, and social and community change (Benson, et
al., 2007). Although there are several other SEL models that have emerged over time in
addition to the PYD framework (see Bar-On, 1997; Duckworth & Yeager, 2015;
Goleman, 1995), the model proposed by the Collaboration for Academic, Social, and
Emotional Learning (CASEL) has become the most publicly visible and influential
framework for guiding research, policy, and intervention programs.
Founded in 1994, CASEL established a framework and a language to discuss
different components of SEL for professionals and school-based personnel. CASEL
(2015) defines SEL as, “the process through which children and adults acquire and
effectively apply the knowledge, attitudes, and skills necessary to understand and manage
emotions, set and achieve positive goals, feel and show empathy for others, establish and
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maintain positive relationships, and make responsible decisions” (p. 5). CASEL focuses
on SEL research, practice, and policy aligned to a five-factor model that guides
collaborative relationships between researchers and federal and school-level partners.
The CASEL five-factor conceptual model is founded on the SEL domains
provided by Weissburg and Cascarino (2013): self-awareness, self-management, socialawareness, relationship skills, and responsible decision making. The five domains
operationalize the processes by which students can internally control emotions and
decrease reactivity (Bear & Watkins, 2006). These domains were first mentioned by
CASEL in Safe and Sound: An Educational Leader’s Guide to Evidence-Based Social
and Emotional Learning (SEL) Programs (2003). CASEL (2003) identifies these five
SEL competencies as follows (p. 5):
● Self-Awareness: Knowing what we are feeling in the moment; having a realistic
assessment of our own abilities and a well-grounded sense of self-confidence.
● Self-Management: Handling our emotions so they facilitate rather than interfere
with the task at hand; being conscientious and delaying gratification to pursue
goals; persevering in the face of setbacks and frustrations.
● Social Awareness: Understanding what others are feeling; being able to take their
perspective; appreciating and interacting positively with diverse groups.
● Relationship Skills: Handling emotions and relationships effectively; establishing
and maintaining healthy and rewarding relationships based on cooperation,
resistance to inappropriate social pressure, negotiating solutions to conflict, and
seeking help when needed.
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● Responsible Decision Making: Making decisions based on accurate consideration
of all relevant factors and the likely consequences of alternative courses of action,
respecting others, and taking responsibility for one’s decisions.
Current SEL Measures
A majority of SEL measures were developed before the conceptualization of the
CASEL five-factor model and have been utilized to measure a variety of social,
behavioral, and mental wellness indicators. Many of these measures have since been
repurposed to measure CASEL’s five-factor SEL model. A couple of comprehensive
reviews of measures of social and emotional skills competencies for children and youth
have been published, with varying conclusions on the alignment fidelity of different
measures with the CASEL theoretical model (i.e., Halle & Darling-Churchill, 2016;
Humphrey et al., 2011). The most comprehensive reviews on this topic were conducted
by Jenkins et al. (2014) and Denham (2017).
According to the research conducted by Denham (2017), the current measures that
met inclusion criteria for use as SEL assessment tools are: the Behavioral and Emotional
Rating Scale (BERS), BERS 2nd edition (BERS-2; Benner et al., 2008), BERS Preschool
version (P-BERS; Epstein et al., 2009), Devereux Early Childhood Assessment (DECA;
Lebuffe & Naglieri, 1999), Devereux Student Strengths Assessment (DESSA; Lebuffe et
al., 2009), Social-Emotional Assets and Resilience Scale (SEARS; Merrell et al., 2011),
and Social Skills Improvement System Rating Scales (SSIS-RS; Gresham & Elliot,
2008). Of these seven measures, the DESSA was determined by Denham as the only
existing SEL measure that addresses all five of the SEL competencies within the CASEL
model.
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A systematic review of existing social-emotional behavior screeners by Jenkins et
al. (2014) identified the following measures: Behavioral and Emotional Screening
System (BESS; Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2007), Behavior Intervention Monitoring
Assessment System (BIMAS; McDougal et al., 2011), DESSA (LeBuffe et al., 2009;
LeBuffe et al., 2014), Social Academic and Emotional Behavior Risk Screener
(SAEBRS; Kilgus & Von der Embse, 2015), Social Skills Improvement System:
Performance Screening Guide (SSIS-PSG; Gresham & Elliott, 2008), Strengths and
Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ; Goodman, 2001), and Systematic Screening for
Behavior Disorders (SSBD; Walker & Severson, 1992). Similar to Denham (2017),
Jenkins et al. concluded that only the DESSA was aligned to the five CASEL domains.
It is noteworthy that there is some overlap in the SEL measures reviewed by
Denham (2017) and Jenkins et al. (2014), and that many of these measures are different
iterations or revisions of a core original measure. For example, the SSIS-RS was
developed in 2008 as a broadband measure of student social skills and prosocial
behaviors, and was the foundation for another, recent iteration of the measure called the
SSIS-SEL, which was not published until after Denham’s and Jenkins et al.’s reviews.
For the purposes of this literature review, and to allow for quick comparison, each of
these identified SEL measures and their key characteristics were reviewed and then
outlined in (Appendix C). Key characteristics of these measures include (a) alignment to
each of the five CASEL domains, (b) the format of the measure, (c) duration to complete
or administer, (d) cost, (e) target population, and (f) total item number. Only the selfreport version of measures were included in this table as they are the most common
format across measures and are purported as best use for students across the
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developmental life span. Although not all of the other SEL measures are reviewed in
detail herein, following is a more thorough review of the SSIS-SEL and the DESSA, as
these are the two measures claiming to be best aligned with CASEL’s five-factor model
of SEL competencies.
SSIS-SEL
At first glance the SSIS-SEL appears to adequately measure CASEL-aligned SEL
competencies; however, issues arise when analyzing the origins of the measure, the
content validity of the items, and the feasibility of implementation based on cost. The
SSIS-PSG was developed in 2008 for use as a brief version of the SSIS-RS as a teacherrated classroom screening tool for positive social behaviors, motivation to learn, reading
skills, and math skills. More recently, an SEL-specific version of this same measure, the
SSIS-SEL, utilizes the same items as the SSIS-RS and SSIS-PSG but organizes them into
a measurement model more similar to CASEL’s five-factor framework. The authors
conducted confirmatory factor analyses using the normative sample from the SSIS-RS to
evaluate the measure’s fit with the CASEL conceptual domains as well as additional
domains that measures academic and learning skills (Gresham et al., 2018). The SSISSEL yields two composite scores, the SEL Composite (SEL) and the Core Skills (CS),
and the following subscales; Self-Awareness (SA; 9 items), Self-Management (SM; 9
items), Social Awareness (SO; 7 items), Relationship Skills (RS; 15 items), Responsible
Decision Making (RDM; 6 items).
Although the SSIS-SEL initial validation study shows empirical support for the
measure as a way to evaluate SEL skills, some of the items in the measure could
potentially represent confounding constructs. The adaption of an already existing
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measure increases the potentially for confounding elements as the items may not capture
all of nuances of each CASEL domain. For example, the item “I do my work without
bothering others” could potentially fall within the domains of self-management (“being
conscientious”), responsible decision making (“respecting others”), or relationships skills
(“handling emotions and relationships effectively”). Additionally, the item “I say
‘please’ when I ask for things” is represented in the social awareness domain, however it
could be interpreted as an example of the social awareness domain. The items within
each of the subscales should represent the only the construct they are intended to
represent, however upon closer inquiry many of the items could be interpreted across
various subscale domains which further convolutes the interpretation of the subscale
representations of CASEL specific SEL skills.
In order to assert construct representation, each subscale should have multiple
items that represent the nuances of the five CASEL domains. The Self -Management,
Social Awareness, Relationship Skills, and Responsible Decision-Making domains of the
SSIS-SEL have at least three items that accurately represent the CASEL definitions of the
constructs. The Self Awareness domain contains only on item that accurately addresses
the CASEL domain definition of Self Awareness with the item “I say nice things about
myself without bragging”, however it fails to address the aspects of knowing how one
feels in the moment and realistically assessing one’s abilities. The measure accurately
captures most of the domains however it fails to fully represent the CASEL construct of
Self Awareness.
Additionally, the testing kit that includes technical manuals, interventions
manuals, and an option of teacher/parent/student 25 digital and print copy response forms
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costs $341.00, with additional paper forms costing $2.00 and digital forms costing $3.50.
For an average sized elementary school of 473 students (NCES, 2007), this would bring
the total cost for a single schoolwide evaluation administration to around $1,930. If the
SSIS-SEL was used schoolwide on a quarterly basis throughout the academic year, as
recommended for population screening or progress monitoring purposes (Chafouleas et
al., 2007), then the annual cost for an average-sized elementary school could run near
$6,000. Not only may the cost be too high for an entire school to have enough forms for
each student, but the SSIS-SEL also measures other academic and learning skills in
addition to the SEL measurement, which means schools may be paying for more than
they need. For schools looking for an affordable measure for SEL evaluation alone, it
may not be practically or economically feasible to use the SSIS-SEL.
DESSA
The DESSA was the only measure that was deemed an appropriate reflection of
the five-factor model constructs by both Denham (2017) and Jenkins et al. (2014)
however there are confounding constructs and issues with systematic use of the measure.
The measure was intended to operationalize and measure social-emotional competencies
and how they relate to resilience in children ranging from infants to eighth grade
(Naglieri et al., 2011). The DESSA contains 72 teacher or caregiver rated items that
assess youth skills related to resilience, is scored according to a normed referenced
sample (N = 2,494 children in grades K–8; LeBuffe et al., 2009), and has strong
psychometric properties (Naglieri et al., 2011). The measure results in eight subscale
scores: Self-Awareness (7 items), Social Awareness (10 items), Self-Management (11
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items), Goal-Directed Behavior (10 items), Relationship Skills (10 items), Personal
Responsibility (9 items), Decision-Making (8 items), and Optimistic Thinking (7 items).
The DESSA-Mini is a shorter version of the DESSA intended to be used as an
SEL screening tool for students in Kindergarten through Grade 8 and is based on a
normative sample of a general child population (N = 1,250; Naglieri et al., 2011). The
DESSA-Mini contains 8 teacher-rated items that evaluate positively-worded resilience
skills on a 5-point Likert-type scale ( 0 = Never, 1 = Rarely, 2 = Occasionally, 3 =
Frequently, 4 = Very Frequently). The measure begins with the following prompt,
“During the past four weeks, how often did the child . . .,” followed by the statement
regarding positive resiliency (e.g., “Accept responsibility for what they did”). The
DESSA-Mini measure provides a Social–Emotional Total (SET) score and results are
interpreted using normative T-scores. The DESSA-Mini correlates highly with the
DESSA. Both of the measures, the DESSA and the DESSA-Mini, illustrated good
reliability and validity for their intended purposes (Naglieri, & Shapiro, 2011).
Both the DESSA and the DESSA-Mini contain items that reflect each of the five
different CASEL conceptual domains of SEL; however, they are limited in their
generalizability across grades and by potential concerns regarding content validity. Upon
careful examination of the items included in the DESSA when compared to the
definitions of the CASEL conceptual model of each of the five domains, there are some
irregularities and areas that the DESSA fails to address. The measure contains elements
of construct contamination, where the items within a domain are tapping into more than
the purported domain. For instance, within the Self-Awareness subscale, the DESSA
contains the items, “show an awareness of her/his personal strengths?” and “ask
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questions to clarify what he/she did not understand?”. Although the first item is clearly
applicable to the construct of interest (i.e., self-awareness), the second item is much more
ambiguous and seems like a better fit for other SEL domain of relationship skills, which
is defined in part by communicating clearly and seeking help when needed (CASEL,
2013).
In order to assert construct representation, we would expect that there would be at
least three items that represent the key characteristics of each of the CASEL domain
definitions. A review of item contents indicates that the DESSA contains at least three
items that accurately reflect CASEL’s (2013) definitions of Social Awareness, Decision
Making, and Relationship Skills. However, the items in the remaining two domains, SelfAwareness and Self-Management, do not appear to have adequate construct
representation of CASEL’s definitions. Specifically, within the Self-Awareness subscale,
the DESSA contains the items, “show an awareness of her/his personal strengths?” and
“describe how he/she was feeling?” These two items reflect part of CASEL’s definition
for this construct, which focuses on “accurately recognize one’s emotions and thoughts
and their influence on behavior.” But they fail to reflect the second characteristic of the
CASEL definition of this construct, which refers to “accurately assessing one’s strengths
and limitations and possessing a well-grounded sense of confidence and optimism.” In
fact, other items in the DESSA’s Self-Awareness subscales, such as “act respectfully in a
game or competition,” seem better fitted for other CASEL domains (e.g., relationship
skills or responsible decision making). Thus, the DESSA may be a strong measure of
social-emotional competencies generally, but it fails to represent well the domain specific
definitions of the five-factor framework described by CASEL.
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Administration of the DESSA Complete Kit provides the DESSA manual, normreferenced tables, and 25 paper record forms for a total cost of $120.00 with an additional
cost of record forms for $42.00 for a set of 25 forms. When considering the average size
of an elementary school (N=473; NCES, 2007), the total cost for a single school-wide
administration would be $876, with quarterly screening reaching $3,504 per academic
year. For many school districts the cost of implementing the screening alone may be cost
prohibitive, and students may not receive SEL programming due to the cost. The DESSA
yields, in addition to the SEL subscales, the “Total Protective Factors”, “Optimistic
Thinking”, and “Goal-Directed Behavior”, which are meaningful constructs of their own
but may not be needed for a universal screening or progress monitoring of SEL
competencies. Schools need a less expensive option to isolate SEL skills for screening
and intervention evaluation purposes.
The Current Study
An essential component for effective SEL programming is the utilization of
effective, affordable, and psychometrically sound measurement tools. Given the
importance of accurate measurement of conceptual models (Wigelsworth et al., 2010)
and the poor construct representation by the current measures that claim to be aligned to
the CASEL model (see Appendix C), further research is needed to explore the possibility
of developing and validating a measures that better represents the five-factor CASEL
framework of SEL competencies. In order to provide equitable and technically sound
resources for schools, a free and psychometrically sound SEL measurement tool would
be beneficial for researchers and practitioners. Such a measure seems to be a prerequisite
for other future research that might explore the empirical impact of the CASEL five-
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factor model as a predictor of youth outcomes or inform the development and evaluation
of interventions that claim to be aligned with the CASEL five-factor model. Thus, the
purpose of this study is to advance the field of research in SEL measurement and
evaluation through the development of a measurement tool that better aligns with the
CASEL five-factor competencies. The new measure is predicted to have convergent
validity, positive correlations between wellbeing indicators of the SWTRS, and the one
subscale of positive wellbeing of the SDQ and divergent validity, negative correlations
with the SDQ. Specifically, this study will develop a set of pilot items that are intended to
align with the five CASEL domains and then pursue the following research questions:
1. Do the pilot items for the new SEL measure have face validity (as judged by
expert reviewers) when compared to the CASEL five-factor model?
2. Does factor analysis of the item pool support a measurement model that aligns
with the CASEL five-factor model?
3. Post-factor analysis, will the resulting SEL measurement model have adequate
psychometric properties for use as a school-based assessment instrument?
4. Do scores from the new SEL measure have theory-consistent relationships
with scores from teacher-report student wellbeing and mental health
measures?
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CHAPTER III
METHODS

Participants
Teachers were recruited utilizing convenience sampling from a local school
district in Utah. The description of the research study was shared with district level
leaders and after permission was given to reach out to individual school-based leaders,
the researchers sent email communication to the list-servs (e-mail lists provided by
district/schools) to share the information regarding the study with all general education
elementary school teachers in the district. Teacher participants were informed of the risks
and benefits associated with this study in accordance to IRB standards. Recruited
teachers from elementary schools were asked to rate observable behaviors for students in
their classes. The refined 47 item new measure (NM) resulting from the expert review
phase (see the Results section) was administered to 19 teachers who used the NM to rate
415 students (M student ratings per teacher = 22) across classrooms from five different
elementary schools. Although 20 teachers were originally recruited, one teacher did not
complete their student ratings and was therefore dropped from the study. The remaining
19 teachers completed the study by completing their student ratings on their individual
electronic response forms. Data was collected using an online platform wherein teachers
complete the NM and concurrent validity measures (see the Measures section below) for
each student in their class. The researcher contacted participants via e-mail and provided
a link for an informational video of how to complete the rating forms. Each teacher was
given a secure link to a Google drive folder that contained an excel sheet that contained
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the three measures used in this study in individual tabs. The teachers first completed a set
of questions that collected their demographic information. Following the demographic
information, teachers entered their class rosters for each of the three remaining tabs
containing the measurement prompts. Teachers completed the student ratings within the
course of one week, outside of normal school hours.
The data collected was de-identified and contained no student specific
information. In place of names and other identifying information, teachers provided a
generic ID number for each of their student behavior ratings (e.g., A01 = teacher A,
rating for student #1). Teacher

participants were required to be currently teaching

elementary school and to have full-time teaching contracts. Only general education
teachers were included in this sample, as including special education and elective
teachers may have resulted in duplicate ratings for subsets of students that could
confound the analyses. Teachers were not excluded based on years of teaching
experience or any other personal demographics. Teachers were compensated for their
time completing the survey with a $100 Visa gift card.
Measures
Demographic Questionnaire
All of the teachers identified as women; one teacher self-identified as American
Indian or Alaska Native or Indigenous or First Native and the remaining 18 teachers selfidentified as White. Teacher ratings of students (N = 415) were distributed across the
following grades: Kindergarten n = 37 (9%), 1st grade n = 67 (16%), 2nd grade n = 19
(5%), 3rd grade n = 98 (24%), 4th grade n = 145, 35%), and 5th grade n = 49 (12%). No
student-level demographic data was reported by teachers in order to maintain student
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anonymity and decrease the time necessary for teacher ratings. However, recent
demographic data for the students’ school district indicate that the population of youth (N
= 5,704) from which this sample was rated included the following racial identities: 61%
White, 2% Black, 29% Hispanic or Latino, 4% Asian, 1% Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander, 1% Some other Race, and 2% Two or More Races (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2019).
Student Wellbeing Teacher Report Scale (SWTRS)
The SWTRS (Roberson & Renshaw, 2019) is a positively oriented teacher-report
of student wellbeing indicators for youth ages 6–12. It contains items assessing three
different domains: academic wellbeing, social wellbeing, and emotional wellbeing. The
measure contains 12 items, with four items measuring each of the three domains. All
items are positively worded, and responses are formatted on a five-point relative
frequency scale (0 = Never to 4= Always). The SWTRS produces three subscales—
Academic Wellbeing (4 items), Social Wellbeing (4 items), and Emotional Wellbeing (4
items)—and an overall Total Wellbeing scale (12 items). This study used the SWTRS to
support the content validation of the new SEL items (NM) with common student
wellbeing indicators that are outcomes of interest in SEL programming. Previous studies
of the SWTRS have demonstrated strong factor loadings and strong internal consistency
reliability across academic, social, and emotional wellbeing subscales (Roberson &
Renshaw, 2019; Roberson, 2019). Internal consistency reliability estimates for the
SWTRS for the current sample were all strong and descriptive statistics indicated that
responses were relatively normally distributed (see Table 1).
Table 1
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SWTRS & SDQ Descriptive Statistics
AWB

EWB

SWB

TWB

SDQ
ep

SDQ cp SDQ hy

SDQ
pp

SDQ pro SDQtotal

M

12.31

14.04

13.60

39.96

1.61

1.24

3.03

4.11

8.02

9.98

SD

3.66

2.35

2.73

7.56

2.28

2.14

3.37

0.97

2.42

6.32

Skewness

-0.83

-1.23

-1.20

-0.91

1.71

2.0

0.76

0.26

-1.10

1.19

Kurtosis

-0.29

0.74

0.91

0.06

2.42

3.47

-0.79

2.66

0.45

0.99

Minimum

2.00

6.00

4.00

15.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

Maximum

16.00

16.00

16.00

48.00

10.00

10.00

10.00

8.00

12.00

34.00

*AWB: Student Wellbeing Teacher Report Scale academic wellbeing scale, EWB: SWTRS emotional
wellbeing scale, SWB: SWTRS social wellbeing scale, TWB: SWTRS total wellbeing scale; SDQep:
Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire emotional problems scale, SDQhy: SDQ hyperactivity scale,
SDQpp: SDQ peer problems scale, SDQpro: SDQ prosocial scale, SDQtotal: SDQ total scale

Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ)
The SDQ (Goodman et al., 1998) is a brief mental health screening measure
normed for use with children and adolescents ages 3–16 years. The measure contains 25
items that result in 5 subscales: Emotional Symptoms (5 items), Conduct Problems (5
items), Hyperactivity/Inattention (5 items), Peer Relationship Problems (5 items), and
Prosocial Behavior (5 items). A Total Difficulties score can also be obtained by summing
the scores from the four problem-oriented subscales (20 items; Goodman et al., 1998).
The SDQ can be completed by hand and in an on-line format through self-report or
teacher/parent report. All three formats have reasonable internal consistency and interrater reliability (Goodman & Goodman 2009). This study used the teacher-report version
of the SDQ to support the content validation of the new SEL items (NM) with common
youth mental health indicators that should be theoretically related to SEL variables.
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Internal consistency reliability estimates for the SDQ (total scale and subscales) for the
current sample were all strong and descriptive statistics indicated that responses were
relatively normally distributed (see Table 1).
New Measure (NM) Development Procedures
Item Pool Creation
The current item pool creation process was based upon the guidelines for scale
development outlined by DeVellis (2015), measurement models of student mental health
and wellbeing in current research (e.g., Roberson & Renshaw, 2019; Renshaw & Cook,
2016), and the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American
Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National
Council on Measurement in Education, 2014). Items were created to represent observable
behaviors associated with each of the five domains of the CASEL model (see Appendix
B). Fifteen items per CASEL domain were drafted to have an ample pool of items
following the refining process. Once the 75-item pool was created, the item pool was
shared with a group of expert reviewers. Following consideration of the expert review
data for all pilot items, we intended to reduce the item pool to the best 10 items per
intended domain (10 items x 5 intended domains = 50 items total) to lessen the
completion burden on the initial sample of teacher raters, who would also be rating the
SWTRS and SDQ for each student in their class (approximately 90 items total per
student).
Expert Review
Five expert reviewers were selected based on the following criteria: (a)
recognized experts in the field of SEL who (b) currently or previously held positions at

21
research-focused universities; however, only four responded to the request and completed
a review of the pilot items. Experts evaluated 75 pilot items according to face validity
considerations, including how well each item matched a given CASEL domain (as
defined by CASEL) as well as how important the items are for overall SEL (given a
general definition of SEL). In addition to the list of pilot items, expert reviewers were
given the following operationalization of each domain from the CASEL (2003) fivefactor model (p. 5):
● Self-Awareness: Knowing what we are feeling in the moment; having a realistic
assessment of our own abilities and a well-grounded sense of self-confidence.
● Self-Management: Handling our emotions so they facilitate rather than interfere
with the task at hand; being conscientious and delaying gratification to pursue
goals; persevering in the face of setbacks and frustrations.
● Social Awareness: Understanding what others are feeling; being able to take their
perspective; appreciating and interacting positively with diverse groups.
● Relationship Skills: Handling emotions and relationships effectively; establishing
and maintaining healthy and rewarding relationships based on cooperation,
resistance to inappropriate social pressure, negotiating solutions to conflict, and
seeking help when needed.
● Responsible Decision Making: Making decisions based on accurate consideration
of all relevant factors and the likely consequences of alternative courses of action,
respecting others, and taking responsibility for one’s decisions.
Expert raters were asked to evaluate the pilot items for goodness of fit for each of
the CASEL domains in the Expert Reviewer Form (see Appendix A). First, experts
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matched each item to one of the following construct codes: (SA = Self-awareness, SM =
Self-management, RDM = Responsible decision making, RS= Relationship skills, SA =
Social awareness, N = None). Second, expert reviewers rated the goodness of fit of the
items to their matched CASEL domains across varying degrees of confidence: 0 = Not
Confident, 1 = Somewhat Confident, 2 = Pretty Confident, 3 = Totally Confident.
Finally, expert reviewers indicated how relevant they felt the item was to the greater
construct of SEL using the following relevance-based scaling: 0 = Not Relevant, 1 = Low
Relevance, 2 = Mostly Relevant, 3 = Highly Relevant. For example, for the proposed
item, “Is confident about abilities,” reviewers indicated which CASEL domain the item
best fit within (SA, SM, RDM, RS, SA, or N), how sure they were about that fit (0 = Not
Confident to 3 = Totally Confident), and how relevant they thought the item was to the
general conceptual understanding of SEL (0 = Not Relevant to 3 = Highly Relevant).
Expert ratings were aggregated to determine the overall face validity of items and
their match to the proposed CASEL five-factor framework. Two decision rules were used
to identity quality items based on expert review. First, if three out of the four raters
agreed on which SEL construct/domain the item corresponded best with it, then it was
retained; if no raters agreed or only two raters agreed, the item was removed from the
pool. Additionally, any items that earned lower than a rating of “2” from two or more
reviewers for sureness (indicating low confidence in the match) and/or relevance
(indicating low conceptual importance) were also removed from the item pool.
Data Analysis
All data analyses were conducted using JASP version 0.14.1 (https://jaspstats.org).
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Latent Structure
The first stage of the data analyses included an exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
of teachers’ ratings on the 47-item pilot NM resulting from the expert reviewer feedback.
The EFA aimed to (a) identify any items that should be removed from the item pool and
(b) better inform the covariance of the latent constructs and reduce ambiguity regarding
latent variables and the constructs they are meant to represent (Kahn, 2006; Costello &
Osborne, 2005; Kootstra, 2004). The purpose of conducting an EFA first was to explore
the correlational factor loadings in order to provide more information about how well the
pilot measure items related to the five-factor CASEL model, which has minimal
empirical support. A principal-axis factoring method with an oblique rotation was used in
the EFA, given that responses are unlikely to be truly normally distributed and any
resulting factors are likely to be correlated (Kahn, 2006). In order to decide which factors
to retain, this study utilized a scree test to evaluate the eigenvalues graph to identify
which factors are suggested (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Using the scree plot helps
determine the point where the slope of the eigenvalues changes significantly, indicating
that any eigenvalues above this point are suggested factors. Given that a one-factor
solution was the most likely solution with a scree test, this was balanced with theoretical
or conceptual considerations by constraining five-factor and other potential
measurements models that may not be suggested by the initial unconstrained model.
Items and factors with inadequate loadings (< .30) or items that load onto two or more
factors were then removed from the measurement model, and the model was iterated until
a satisfactory solution was obtained (Field, 2013). Ultimately, the goal of the EFA
process was to identify a “simple structure” that best represented the data and SEL
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theory, where each factor was represented by several salient loading items that would
have trivial loadings on all other factors (Watkins, 2018).
Following the EFA, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on the
preferred measurement model resulting from the EFA with the same sample of teacher
ratings. The CFA was conducted in order to further verify the latent structure of the
variables (Beauducel & Whittmann, 2005). Specifically, this CFA was conducted using
the new SEL model resulting from the EFA, not the theoretical CASEL five-factor
model. Several indices were used to determine the model fit adequacy: chi square test, the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA),
and the Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR).
Scale Descriptives
Descriptive statistics were conducted on the NM total scale and subscales
resulting from the EFA/CFA, including mean scores, maximum and minimum scale
scores, skewness and kurtosis, average inter-item correlations, and internal consistency
reliability estimates. According to the work of Stapleton (1997), skewness and kurtosis
estimates were considered relatively normal if they were ≤ |3.0|. Additionally, inter-item
correlation was considered large if r > .30 (Field, 2013) and acceptable internal
consistency reliability estimates were considered adequate if > .70.
Relations with Other Variables
Bivariate correlations were also conducted in order to evaluate the relations
among scores derived from scales of the NM with scores from the SDQ and the SWTRS.
Including the SWTRS and SDQ allowed for exploring the convergent validity of scores
from the new SEL measure by investigating the relationship of observed scores among
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SEL competencies and the desirable student wellbeing indicators of academic, social, and
emotional wellbeing. For the SWTRS, theory-consistent relationships would be indicated
by statistically significant, positive correlations among each of the NM scores and each of
the SWTRS scales (i.e., AWB, EWB, SWB, and TWB ). For the SDQ, theory-consistent
relationships would be indicated by statistically significant, negative correlations among
each of the new NM scores and each of the problem-oriented subscales of the SDQ (i.e.,
Emotional Symptoms, Conduct Problems, Hyperactivity/Inattention, Peer Relationship
Problems, Total Difficulties), as well by a positive correlation with the SDQ’s one
wellbeing-oriented subscale (i.e., Prosocial Behavior).
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Expert Review
Expert reviewers analyzed the full 75-item pool sample and evaluated the items
based on construct match (assigned one CASEL domain to each item), sureness (0-3),
and relevance (0-3). Five expert reviewers were contacted to provide their review and
four responded. Dr. Chunyun Yang (University of California, Berkeley), Dr. Sara RimmKaufmann (University of Virginia), Dr. Christopher Thomas (The University of Texas at
Tyler), and Dr. Clayton Cook (University of Minnesota) completed the expert review
content validation form. Using the expert reviewer feedback regarding the initial NM
item pool, 28 items out of the initial 75 items were removed due to poor ratings from
reviewers. Although the initial goal was to remove 25 items from the initial item pool,
based on expert review, 28 items did not meet the criteria for inclusion in order to move
forward to the next item set. The remaining 47 items for the NM were administered in the
survey completed by the 19 teacher participants, along with the SWTRS and SDQ.
Preliminary Analyses
Preliminary analyses were run to “tidy” the data points and evaluate descriptive
qualities of the variables (Wickman, 2014). Before conducting visual and statistical
analyses, the data set was cleaned (recoded) to a more usable format. New subscale
scores and total scores were calculated and represented in the data set to assist in
statistical analyses. Once the data was cleaned, visual and statistical analyses were used
to identify any missing data points or outlier data points. No data points were missing
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from the data set. The SDQ items on the teacher rating forms were formatted for
responses to fall within a range of 1 (not true), 2 (somewhat true), or 3 (definitely true).
However, this response formatting was an error, as the scoring instructions for the SDQ
state that responses should be represented in the following way: 0 (not true), 1 (somewhat
true), or 2 (definitely true). In order to accurately represent the numerical values of the
SDQ, teacher responses for these items were re-coded by subtracting |1| from each
response.

Table 2

SDQ + SWTRS Pearson's Correlations
Variable

SDQep

SDQcp

1. SDQep

Pearson's r

—

2. SDQcp

Pearson's r

0.437

3. SDQhy

Pearson's r

0.274 *** 0.639 ***

4. SDQpp

Pearson's r

0.276 *** -0.117 *

5. SDQtotal Pearson's r

SDQhy

SDQpp

SDQtotal

SDQpro

AWB

EWB

SWB

TWB

—
—
-0.083

—

0.697 *** 0.819 *** 0.835 *** 0.170 ***

6. SDQpro Pearson's r -0.296 *** -0.637 *** -0.542 *** 0.063
7. AWB2

Pearson's r -0.436 *** -0.513 *** -0.606 *** 0.037

8. EWB2

Pearson's r -0.543 *** -0.458 *** -0.353 *** -0.067

9. SWB2

Pearson's r -0.471 *** -0.755 *** -0.687 *** 0.048

10. TWB2 Pearson's r -0.550 *** -0.663 *** -0.651 *** 0.014

—
***
0.601
***
0.648
***
0.549
***
0.784
***
0.767

—
0.499 ***

—

0.549 ***

0.582 ***

—

0.653 ***

0.627 ***

0.646 ***

—

0.648 ***

0.891 ***

0.826 ***

0.865 ***

—

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
*SDQep: Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire emotional problems scale, SDQhy: SDQ hyperactivity scale, SDQpp: SDQ peer problems scale, SDQpro:
SDQ prosocial scale, SDQtotal: SDQ total scale; **AWB: Student Wellbeing Teacher Report Scale academic wellbeing scale, EWB: SWTRS emotional
wellbeing scale, SWB: SWTRS social wellbeing scale, TWB: SWTRS total wellbeing scale
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Correlations were conducted to examine the strength and directionality of
relationships among the convergent validity measures prior to testing them with the NM.
Strong negative correlations were found between the SWTRS and the SDQ total scores
(see Table 2). It was assumed that the problem scales of the SDQ would negatively
correspond with those of the SWTRS, as the SDQ is a problems scale and the SWTRS is
a wellbeing scale. Further inspection of the subscales of the SDQ and SWTRS also
supported expected correlations (see Table 2). Specifically, there were moderate negative
correlations between the SDQep and the AWB and SWB subscales, while the SDQep and
the EWB had a strong negative correlation. The SDQcp had strong negative correlations
with the AWB, SWB, and TWB scores from the SWTRS, while there was a moderate
negative correlation with the EWB subscale. The SDQhy subscale was strongly
negatively correlated with the AWB, SWB, TWB scores, with a moderate negative
correlation with the EWB subscale. There was a small negative correlation between the
SDQpp subscale and the SWB, AWB, and TWB scores. The SDQpro subscale yielded
strong positive correlations with the EWB, SWB, TWB scores, as well as moderate
positive correlation with the AWB subscale. The change in directionality for this final set
of correlations is theoretically consistent with the construct of the SDQpro subscale, as it
is the only positive behavior scale of the SDQ. Finally, there was a strong negative
correlation between the SDQtotal and the AWB, EWB, SWB, and TWB scores (see
Table 2). All relations among SWTRS and SDQ scores were deemed theoretically
consistent in terms of both directionality and strength of association.
Primary Analyses
Latent Structure
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An EFA was conducted in order to analyze the latent structure of the NM and
identify items for removal to result in the most simplified and statistically sound measure.
The factor structure of the 47 items of the NM was evaluated with a series of EFA
iterations using oblique promax rotation. The visual inspection of the scree plot suggested
that a three-factor solution was the best fit for the NM items and explained 90% of the
total variance. Results of the unconstrained EFA yielded strong Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) sampling adequacy (0.97). It was expected that the factors would be strongly
correlated given the theoretical basis of the items. Items were strongly correlated;
however, Bartlett’s Test (p < .001) indicates that the variances between the three factors
are not equal. The Chi-Squared test (p < .001) indicated that the factors are most likely
independent of each other. Two items with a communality of < .30 was removed from the
pool (i.e., NM2 and NM30). Upon inspection of the factor loadings, 15 items crossloaded onto more than one factor (i.e., NM2, NM4, NM5, NM7, NM12, NM18, NM21,
NM29, NM30, NM36, NM37, NM38, NM40, NM42, and NM43) with moderate to
strong magnitude and two items loaded negatively onto their respective factors (i.e.,
NM45 and NM46). Factor level correlations ranged from 0.682 (Factor 1 and Factor 2) to
0.703 (Factor 1 and Factor 3). Evaluation of item content and factor fit indicated that this
three-factor model did not align with the five-factor CASEL framework. In order to
explore other possible measurement models, a five, four, two, and one factor model were
forced and evaluated via EFA.
The five-factor model had a significant amount of cross loading of items across
different domains (hypothesized by the CASEL framework) within each factor. The fivefactor EFA yielded strong Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sampling adequacy (0.97) and
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reasonable factor and item variability (Bartlett’s test and Chi-Squared test; p < .001).
Thirteen items cross-loaded on the five factors with moderate to strong factor loadings.
Factor one contained 19 items matched to all five of the CASEL domains. One item
loaded negatively onto Factor 1 (i.e., NM30).
Factor two contained 14 items across all five of the CASEL domains. Factor three
contained 13 items with content matched to the SA and RD domains. Factor 4 contained
12 items with content matched to the RS and SO domains. Finally, factor 5 showed 6
items with content matched to the RD and SO domains. Factor level correlations were
also assessed, with factor relationships ranging from 0.477 (Factor 3 and Factor 5) to
0.828 (Factor 1 and Factor 2).
Next, a four-factor model was forced. A total of 22 items cross-loaded on two or
more of the factors with small to strong loadings. Of note, item NM30 negatively loaded
onto Factor 1 (-0.326). With the exception of NM30, no items loaded with less than 0.30.
Factor 1 contained 27 items that matched content across all five hypothesized CASEL
domains. Factor 2 contained 14 items matching content from the SA, SM, RS, and SO
domains. The 15 items of factor 3 matched content across the SM, RD, and SO domains.
Factor 4 contained 13 items that matched content on the RS and SO domains. Items in
factors 1, 2, and 3 all had items matching content on the SM domain, resulting in a total
number of 14 items. There were also items within the SO domain that loaded onto all
four of the factors. All factor correlations were strong; Factor 1 and Factor 2 (0.639),
Factor 1 and Factor 4 (0.605), Factor 1 and Factor 3 (0.794), Factor 2 and Factor 4
(0.563), and Factor 3 and Factor 4 (0.632).
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Following the four-factor model, a two-factor model was forced with results
showing Factor 1 containing 27 items and Factor 2 containing 18 items. Factor 1 showed
strong positive correlation with Factor 2 (0.770). Factor 1 included items with content
matched to the SA (n = 3), SM (n = 9), RD (n = 8), and the SO domains (n = 12). Factor
2 included items that matched with the SA (n = 7), SM (n = 2), RD (n = 1), RS (n = 5),
and SO (n = 1) domains. Most items had moderate to strong positive factor loadings (>
0.3), with the exception of NM2, which had a moderate negative factor loading within
Factor 1.
Finally, the one-factor model contained all items loading onto a single factor
representative of all content matched to all five CASEL domains. All of the factor
loadings ranged from moderate to large and there were no negative factor loadings.
Given that the goal of this phase of analysis was to identify a measurement model
that contained the fewest number of cross loadings and the simplest structure, the threefactor model was selected as the best model fit for further refinement. Factor 1 contained
33 items which matched content from all five of the CASEL domains. Although there is a
degree of cross-loading, given the high number of items and low number of factors, this
model seemed to be the best model representation of different SEL competencies.
Multiple iterations of EFA were conducted on the NM item pool using the three-factor
model in order to produce the simplest model with without cross loadings. Analysis of
the three-factor item loadings continued with eliminating those items that loaded onto
more than one factor and those that had a factor loading below .30. The refinement
analysis continued for three more iterations of the three-factor EFA, evaluating the item
loadings and removing those that did not fit.
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Following the first iteration of the three-factor EFA, after removing all items that
did not meet the threshold for inclusion, the three-factor model collapsed into a twofactor model represented by 29 items, with two items cross loading onto both factors (i.e.,
NM26 and NM32). The second iteration of this EFA model yielded a two-factor model
with 26 items, with one item cross loading onto both factors (i.e., NM41). The third EFA
iteration yielded a two-factor model with 24 items that had no items loading onto more
than one factor. The optimal EFA yielded 24 items with strong factor loadings (> .50)
across two factors and no cross-loadings. Factor 1 and Factor 2 showed strong positive
factor level correlations (0.754). Additionally, the KMO test indicated the strong
sampling adequacy (0.959) and the factors were indicated as distinct (Bartlett’s test: p <
.001).
In order to further streamline the NM, each item and the associated SEL domain
(hypothesized by the CASEL framework) was evaluated in each factor. Factor 1 included
17 items and Factor 2 included seven items. To maintain symmetry in construct
representation, all of the items were retained in Factor 2, but Factor 1 was refined to
include a maximum of seven items. These items were selected for removal based on
content evaluation. Since all of the items had moderate to strong factor loadings, it was
important to evaluate the qualitative aspects of the items in Factor 1 to see which items to
retain that were most unique and relevant to the rest of the measure as a whole. Ten items
were retained from Factor 1 (i.e., NM1, NM9, NM19, NM20, NM23, NM31, NM38).
The uniqueness of the items was considered and those items that had lower uniqueness
(in terms of construct representation) and seemed repetitive of other SEL skills captured
by other items in the factor were removed. Items NM3 (“Recognizes limitations”), NM10
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(“Tolerates opposing opinions”), and NM15 (“Is organized”) were removed because they
appeared to be conceptually related more to developmental cognitive skills rather than
social-emotional specific skills. It is likely that children will acquire degrees of these
skills as they progress through their developmental periods. Items NM11 (“Consistently
follows routines”), NM17 (“Understands class and school rules”), NM25 (“Disciplined”),
NM28 (“Has self-control”) were removed because they were deemed to be more
compliance oriented rather than specific SEL skills. Item NM22 (“Does the right thing”)
was deemed conceptually redundant with NM20 (“Knows right from wrong”) therefore it
was eliminated. NM24 (“Is well liked”) was removed because it was deemed least
representative of the specific SEL competencies represented in the factor. Item NM34
(“Is responsible”) was eliminated because it was considered a more general statement that
is represented in NM31 (“Takes responsibility for negative choices”), which was
retained. Finally, NM35 (“Regulates negative emotions”) was removed because it was
considered redundant with NM9 (“Can calm down when upset”) as both items indicate
levels of emotional regulation; NM9 was retained because it is more specific and
observable by teachers.
Once the final exploratory measurement model consisting of 14 items and two
factors was finalized, EFA was again rerun to ensure the items continued to load onto
their respective factors without cross-loadings. Results from the EFA confirmed that the
sampling was adequate (KMO = 0.939) and a strong positive factor correlation was found
between Factor 1 and Factor 2 (0.742). Final item loadings and item descriptions are
found in Table 3.
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Table 3
EFA Factor Loadings for Final SSECTRS Model
Factor 1
NM1- Deals well with conflict
0.694
NM6- Can describe how they feel
0.189
NM8 – Has self-confidence
-0.043
NM9- Can calm down when upset
0.697
NM13- Believes in themselves
0.021
NM20- Knows right from wrong
0.764
NM23- Makes good choices
0.891
NM27- Volunteers in group settings
-0.162
NM31- Takes responsibility for negative choices 0.914
NM33- Has many friends
0.162
NM39- Communicates well
0.207
NM44- Names their strengths
-0.038
NM19- Respects personal boundaries
0.895
NM38- Accepting of others
0.557
Note. Applied rotation method is promax.

Factor 2 Uniqueness
0.139
0.365
0.662
0.351
0.894
0.252
0.127
0.373
0.834
0.279
-0.005
0.421
-0.020
0.230
0.906
0.357
-0.024
0.195
0.470
0.647
0.632
0.375
0.866
0.294
-0.141
0.355
0.123
0.578

The two factors in the final measurement model were then evaluated based on
theoretical and conceptual considerations to distinguish them from each other and
provide appropriate factor/scale names. Factor 1 contained items that represented the SM
(i.e., NM9), RD (i.e., NM20, NM23, NM31), RS (i.e., NM1, NM19), and SO (i.e.,
NM38) domains within the CASEL framework. Many of the items of Factor 1 appear to
be integral to interpersonal or social interactions (i.e., “Deals well with conflict”,
“Accepting of others”, and “Respects personal boundaries”), which are conceptually
related to concepts of social skills. Theoretical roots of social skills proposed by theorists
such as Bandura, Vygotsky, Argyle, and Kendon explore the importance of how we
communicate, verbally and nonverbally, through gestures, body-language, and verbal
language (Tudge & Winterhoff, 1993). Modern conceptualizations of social skills within
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the SEL lens include awareness of social cues, demonstrating empathy, showing concern
for others, identifying and complying with social norms, and being able to communicate
and work with others (Bierman, 2004; Crick & Dodge, 1994; Nowicki & Mitchell, 1998).
The items in Factor 1 seem consistent with many elements of social skills; however,
some items were not conceptually consistent with a social skills description (i.e., “Can
calm down when upset”, “Knows right from wrong”, “Makes good choices”, and “Takes
responsibility for negative choices). Models of self-regulation (“planning, problem
solving, and self-evaluation”; Eisenberg et al., 2004; Smith-Donald et al., 2007),
sometimes referred to as self-control, are conceptually consistent with these remaining
items. Given that items in Factor 1 represent both social awareness and self-regulation
related to social interaction, this factor was labeled “Community Competencies”. Being
able to self-regulate and having strong interpersonal social skills are similar but not
identical concepts. The “Community Competencies” name captures both aspects of the
items.
Factor 2 included items that represented the SA (i.e., NM6, NM8, NM13, NM44)
and the RS (i.e., NM27, NM33, NM39) CASEL domains. The self-awareness domain
includes having a realistic awareness of abilities and a sense of self-confidence. Selfawareness theory is based on ideas that we are observers of our thoughts and we
consciously attend to these thoughts in order to inform our behavior (Duval & Wicklund,
1972). Within the realm of SEL, self-awareness also includes aspects of understanding
one’s emotions, thoughts, and their values in order to inform behavior. The constant
concept within these definitions is that intentional awareness of an internal experience
informs behavior. This concept is also represented in the items of Factor 2 that were
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drawn from the SA domain and indicate emotional awareness and understanding (i.e.,
“Can describe how they feel”) and a sense of self-confidence (i.e., “Has self-confidence”,
“Believes in themselves”, and “Names their strengths”). Other items in Factor 2 (i.e.,
“Volunteers in group settings”, “Has many friends”, and “Communicates well”) were
more indicative of skills that require social interaction and an ability to maintain
relationships. According to the CASEL model, relationship skills refer to the ability to
maintain relationships, manage conflict, seek help, and avoid negative social interactions.
The items representing the self-awareness and relationship skills CASEL domains could
be seen as community-based skills as mentioned in the description of Factor 1; however,
these skills are more independent and focused on one’s identity in nuance. The theories
of self-awareness and relationship skills do not fully explain and discern the items of
Factor 2 from Factor 1. The items of Factor 2 are best explained by the domain
categorization of “Personal Identity”. This includes internally focused experiences that
are necessary for an individual to have personal efficacy, which can show up (in
observable ways to a teacher) as effective social interaction. Although the item NM27
(“Volunteers in group settings”) could be interpreted as a social skill more consistent
with Factor 1, if we consider this item as reflective of positive self-confidence and sense
of identity rather than a social competency, it fits within this description.
The NM measurement model comprises two subscales indicating “Community
Competencies” (Factor 1) and “Personal Identity” (Factor 2). These two subscales could
be summed to create an overall Social-Emotional Competencies score. To reflect the
school-bound context of this measure, it is captured as the Student Social-Emotional
Competency Teacher Rating Scale (SSECTRS).
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Following the EFA, a CFA was conducted in order to further verify the latent
structure of the variables. Specifically, this CFA was conducted using the new SEL
model resulting from the EFA, not the theoretical CASEL five-factor model. The
resulting global model fit indices indicated a strong model fit from the data to the
SSECTRS: χ2 = 64.701, df = 76, p = 0.819; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA (90% CI: 0.000, 0.018)
= 0.000 and SRMR = 0.48. Standard estimates of the factor loadings were strong (0.608–
0.877) and the covariance between both factors was also strong (0.751, p < 0.001). Full
loadings from this CFA model are provided in Figure 1.

Figure 1
CFA Model plot
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Scale Descriptives
Scale descriptives for the SECCTRS subscales and total scale are provided in
Table 4.

Table 4
SSECTRS Descriptive Statistics
SSECTRScc SSECTRSpi SSECTRStotal
M
23.64
22.09
45.72
4.77

5.43

9.39

Skewness

-1.11

-0.77

-0.80

Kurtosis

0.66

-0.31

-0.15

Minimum

7.00

5.00

13.00

Maximum

28.00

28.00

56.00

SD

*SSECTRScc: SSECTRS Community Competencies; SSCETRSpi:
SSECTRS Personal sIdentity; SSECTRStotal: SSECTRS Total Score

Relations with Other Variables
Results from the bivariate correlations between SDQ and SWTRS total scores
with the SSECTRS total score indicated strong associations as predicted (See Table 2,
Table 5, and Table 6). Correlations between the SDQ total score and the SSECTRS total
score (r = -.751, p < .001) as well as the SWTRS TWB score (r = .818, p < .001) were
very large range and in the expected directions. The SDQtotal, SDQep, SDQcp, SDQhy,
and SDQpp scores all demonstrated moderate to strong negative correlations with the
SSECTRS total score (see Table 5). This is consistent with expected theoretical
relationships that as overall social-emotional competencies increase (as measured by the
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SSECTRS) overall and specific types of problem behaviors decrease (as measured by the
SDQ). Additional correlations between the SWTRS and the SSECTRS supports that both
social-emotional competencies and student wellbeing indicators are closely related, as
expected.

Table 5
SSECTRS + SDQ Pearson's Correlations
Variable
SSECTRScc SSECTRSpi SSECTRStotal SDQep

SDQcp

SDQhy

SDQpp

1. SSECTRScc

Pearson's r

—

2. SSECTRSpi

Pearson's r

0.689 ***

—

3.SSECTRStotal

Pearson's r

0.908 ***

0.929 ***

—

4. SDQep

Pearson's r -0.429 ***

-0.467 ***

-0.489 ***

—

5. SDQcp

Pearson's r -0.735 ***

-0.462 ***

-0.642 ***

0.437 ***

6. SDQhy

Pearson's r -0.699 ***

-0.516 ***

-0.654 ***

0.274 *** 0.639 ***

7. SDQpp

Pearson's r -0.029

-0.082

-0.061

0.276 *** -0.117 *

8. SDQtotal

Pearson's r -0.781 ***

-0.612 ***

-0.751 ***

0.697 *** 0.819 *** 0.835 *** 0.170 ***

9. SDQpro

Pearson's r

0.556 ***

0.630 ***

0.607 ***

SDQtotal

SDQpro

—
—
-0.083

—

-0.296 *** -0.637 *** -0.542 *** 0.063

—
-0.601 *** —

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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The SWTRS TWB, AWB, EWB and SWB scores were all strongly positively
correlated with SSECTRS total scores (see Table 6).

Table 6
SWTRS + SSECTRS Pearson's Correlations
Variable
SSECTRScc SSECTRSpi SSECTRStotal AWB
EWB
SWB TWB
1. SSECTRScc
—
2. SSECTRSpi
0.689 ***
—
3.
0.908 ***
0.929 ***
—
SSECTRStotal
4. AWB
0.582 ***
0.724 ***
0.718 ***
—
5. EWB
0.510 ***
0.689 ***
0.659 *** 0.582 *** —
6. SWB
0.801 ***
0.570 ***
0.738 *** 0.627 *** 0.646 *** —
7. TWB
0.730 ***
0.770 ***
0.818 *** 0.891 *** 0.826 *** 0.865 *** —
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

At the subscale level, expected relationships between the SSECTRS, SDQ, and
SWTRS were also found. Moderate positive correlations were found between the
SSECTRSpi and the SWTRS SWB and the SDQpp; strong positive correlations were
found between the SSECTRSpi and the SWTRS EWB and the SDQpro. Moderate
positive correlations were found between the SSECTRScc and the SWTRS AWB, EWB
(see table 6). Moderate negative correlations were found between the SSECTRSpi and
the SDQep, SDQcp, SDQhy, with a small negative correlation between the SSECTRSpi
and the SDQpp. Subscale correlations yielded strong negative correlations between the
SSECTRScc and the SDQcp and SDQhy, moderate negative correlations between the
SSECTRScc and the SDQep, and small negative correlations between the SSECTRScc
and the SDQpp (see Table 5).
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

Although there is a myriad of SEL curriculum and assessment options, there are
few short and cost-effective (free) resources for practitioner and researcher use to
measure SEL competencies that are aligned with theory. To address this gap in the
literature, the CASEL model of SEL competencies was utilized as a foundation for item
development for a new, teacher-report measure of student SEL competencies. After
refining this item pool to represent the constructs of interest through expert review (face
validity), the measure was administered to a sample of teachers in order to begin initial
validation. Although there have been studies that explored the empirical support for the
CASEL model, this is the first study to start a theory-driven measurement process from
the beginning by conducting factor analyses to find the simplest structure of SEL skills.
Interestingly, results from factor analyses did not reflect the intended five-factor CASEL
framework.
This preliminary validation study explored the empirical support for theoretical
constructs associated with SEL. Initially, it was expected that the statistical analysis of
the item pool would yield a five-factor model of distinct SEL domains as represented in
the CASEL model. However, EFA indicated that a two-factor model was the best fit.
Items that represented multiple CASEL domains loaded onto both of the factors of the
SSECTRS, which indicates that these hypothesized concepts may have more overlap than
divergence and are not five empirically distinct domains. Factor 1 included items that
matched to the RS, SM, RD, and SA CASEL domains. Factor 2 items loaded onto the SA
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and RS CASEL domains. So, this study moved beyond the CASEL framework and
referenced other key foundational theories of social and emotional development in order
to explore potentially theory-consistent frameworks to support the new two-factor
measurement model.
Given that the five-domain CASEL framework was not reflected in the
measurement model resulting from EFA, other existing theories of social, emotional, and
behavioral development were explored to see if there are any frameworks that
conceptually fit the final measurement model of this study. Two models of SEL related
theory appear most consistent with the current SSECTRS measurement model, the
Positive Youth Development (PYD; Lerner, Dowling, & Anderson, 2003) and the
Clusters of 21st Century Competencies (Hilton & Pellegrino, 2012). The PYD framework
is a developmental success model that is centered on five domains of skills. It is theorized
that mastery of these five skills will help an individual to live their most meaningful,
fulfilling, and ideal life. The five “C’s” are as follows: Competence (i.e., having positive
views and performance in the social, cognitive, academic, health, and vocational
domains), Confidence (i.e., overall positive self-worth), Connection (i.e., positive
relationships with friends and peers), Character (i.e., acting in accordance with moral,
societal, and cultural expectations), and Caring (i.e., showing and acting with
compassion; Bowers et al., 2010; Zarrett & Lerner, 2008). The SSECTRS model of SEL
is a two-factor model indicating more overlap between some of the 5 “C’s” domains of
the PYD model. Specifically, Connection aligns with the RS CASEL domain, Caring
aligns with the RD CASEL domain, and Confidence aligns with the SA domain.
Although many of the components of the PYD are evident in the conceptual composition
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of the SSECTRS, it is possible that this new model finds more overlap between some of
these domains suggesting they may not be distinct and separate constructs. The items in
the SSECTRS Community Competencies factor/subscale are comprised of concepts that
are captured in the Relation Skills, Self-Management, Responsible Decision Making, and
Social Awareness CASEL domains. Additionally, the Caring, Confidence, and
Connection domains of the PYD model. The SSECTRS Personal Identity factor/subscale
contains items that address concepts that align with the CASEL SA and RS domains as
well as the Connection and Confidence PYD model domains. Both the CASEL and the
PYD model propose five different factors of SEL that may be captured in the two
domains.
The Hilton and Pellegrino (2012) model, Clusters of 21st Century Competencies,
reflects the differentiation between the reciprocal social abilities (mapping onto the
SSECTRS Factor 1 as “Community Competencies”) and the internal states of awareness
and regulation (mapping on to SSECTRS Factor 2 as “Personal Identity”). The Hilton
and Pellegrino framework is intended to outline key competencies that children need in
order to be successful in work, education, and their personal lives (Smith-Donald et al.,
2007). The model is comprised of three domains of competencies: Cognitive,
Intrapersonal, and Interpersonal. The Cognitive domain includes skills such as cognitive
processes and strategies, knowledge, and creativity. The Interpersonal domain includes
intellectual openness, work ethic and conscientiousness, and positive core self-evaluation
skills. Finally, the Interpersonal domain includes teamwork and collaboration and
leadership skills. This is consistent with other theoretical research regarding social,
emotional, cognitive, and behavioral theories. The SSECTRS model does not include
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explicit items that address the concept of cognitive processes and strategies as defined in
the Hilton and Pellegrino model (e.g., reasoning ability, adaptive learning, creativity).
While it is possible that this framework may be a theoretical explanation of the constructs
in the SSECTRS model, there are still some inconsistencies that the Hilton and Pellegrino
model does not explain. For example, the Intrapersonal domain of the Hilton and
Pellegrino model includes concepts such as “work ethic” or “professionalism/ethics.” It is
possible that the SSECTRS model could be a more simplified school-based model of
SEL skills that could be broadly understood in the whole-development model of Clusters
of 21st Century Competencies. Both the Positive Youth Development and The Hilton &
Pellegrino models address many of the competencies of the CASEL five-factor model.
However, the SSECTRS SEL model seems differentiated from both of these theories as it
combines domains of skills within each yet collapses into a simpler, two-factor schoolbased framework.
Observed scores from the resulting SSECTRS model showed relatively normally
distributed scales with strong internal consistency reliability. In order to investigate the
convergent validity of the SSECTRS, correlations were conducted with the SDQ and
SWTRS measures that were co-administered in the pilot administration sample. Expected
strong, theoretically consistent relationships were found between the SDQ, SWTRS, and
the SSECTRS total scores. Strong negative correlations were found between the positive
SSECTRS scores and the problem-oriented SDQ scores. Small to moderate positive
correlations were found between each of the subscales of the SWTRS and the
SDQprosocial subscale and the SSECTRS. The SSECTRS Personal Identity subscale was
strongly correlated with measures of overall student wellbeing as well as specific
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wellbeing indicators (academic and emotional) and negatively correlated with measures
of overall and specific problems (interpersonal, behavioral, and emotional). These results
suggest that SSECTRSpi subscale measures skills or behaviors that are consistent with
emotional and behavioral success needed to make effective progress in school settings.
Additionally, the SSECTRS Community Competencies subscale is positively correlated
with academic and emotional indicators; however, the SSECTRSpi exhibited stronger
correlations with both of these wellbeing domains. However, the SSECTRScc showed
stronger positive correlations with social wellbeing. This is consistent with the social
emphasis of the SECTRScc, as it encompasses interpersonal skills that contribute to
social wellbeing. Overall, results suggest that the SSECTRS scores have adequate
psychometric properties as well as theory consistent relationships with measures of youth
problems and student wellbeing.
Implications
The initial validation of the SSECTRS provides preliminary support for its use as
a brief assessment tool that may be useful for screening and progress monitoring
purposes to evaluate SEL competencies in schools. However, this study has limitations
that curb its generalizability as well as its ability to be immediately used as a screening or
a progress monitoring tool. First, the sample size the SSECTRS was initially validated
with was small and consisted of heterogeneous teacher and student demographics. In
order to support further generalizability of these results, the study should be extended
with a larger, more diverse student and teacher population. Additionally, this study was
limited by use of one method of measurement (i.e., teacher ratings) and did not explore
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the connection between the SSECTRS scores and common school-based outcomes that
are theoretically related to SEL.
In summary, the purpose of the present study was to develop a measurement tool
aligned to a popular model of SEL (CASEL). Additionally, this study aimed at
developing a short and free measure that can be used by practitioners as well as
researchers. The study was guided by four research questions: (1) Do the pilot items for
the new SEL measure have face validity (as judged by expert reviewers) when compared
to the CASEL five-factor model? (2) Does factor analysis of the item pool support a
measurement model that aligns with the CASEL five-factor model? (3) Post-factor
analysis, will the resulting SEL measurement model have adequate psychometric
properties for use as a school-based assessment instrument? (4) Do scores from the new
SEL measure have theory-consistent relationships with scores from teacher-report student
wellbeing and mental health measures? Expert reviewers confirmed that the initial pool
of items have face validity when compared to the domains of the CASEL model.
Following the item development, an unconstrained EFA produced a three-factor model
that did not align with the CASEL five-factor model. Following further scale refinement,
the three-factor model collapsed into a two-factor model with strong psychometric
properties for use as a school-based assessment instrument. Expected relationships were
found between the teacher reports of wellbeing (SWTRS) and mental health measures
(SDQ) with the SSECTRS. The SSECTRS yielded convergent validity, positive
correlations between wellbeing indicators of the SWTRS, and the one subscale of
positive wellbeing of the SDQ and divergent validity, negative correlations with the
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SDQ. Results from the study indicated that the item pool CASEL five-factor model was
not the best fit for the data set.
Limitations
Further study should include evaluating the relationship between the SSECTRS
competencies and academic (i.e., grades, standardized assessment results) and behavioral
(i.e., attendance, conduct records) outcomes. Additionally, including self-reports of life
satisfaction to explore the relationship of SSECTRS competencies with student subjective
wellbeing would give further understanding to the role of SEL skills. The study is also
limited by its failure to evaluate the social validity of SSECTRS items and scores from
student and teacher perspectives. Finally, although the format of the measure as a
teacher-report is not a limitation, validating a version of this measure in a self-report
format for use with adolescent populations would be a meaningful contribution to the
field of research and practice.
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APPENDIX A
Expert Reviewer Form
Social Emotional Competency Teacher Rating Scale Content Validation
Instructions: For each item, (a) indicate the construct that best fits, (b) rate how strongly you
feel that the item fits with the indicated construct (sureness), and (c) rate how relevant you
believe the item is for the indicated construct (note: if you believe an item is associated with
neither construct, please put "NA" for Relevance.) Please use the rating scheme and construct
definitions below. If you have general feedback on the items, please include your notes in the
cells under "Comments".
Constructs: SE= Self-awareness, SM= Self-management,
R= Responsible decision making, RE= Relationship skills,
SO= Social awareness, N= None

"Self-awareness": Knowing what
we are feeling in the moment;
having a realistic assessment of
our own abilities and a wellgrounded sense of self-confidence.
"Self-management": Handling
our emotions so they facilitate
rather than interfere with the task
at hand; being conscientious and
delaying gratification to pursue
goals; persevering in the face of
setbacks and frustrations.
"Social awareness":
Understanding what others are
feeling; being able to take their
perspective; appreciating and
interacting positively with diverse
groups.
Sureness: 1 = Not Sure; 2 = Somewhat Sure; 3 = Very Sure
"Responsible decision making":
Making decisions based on
accurate consideration of all
relevant factors and the likely
consequences of alternative
courses of action, respecting
others, and taking responsibility
for one’s decisions.
"Relationship skills": Handling
emotions and relationships
effectively; establishing and
maintaining healthy and rewarding
relationships based on
cooperation, resistance to
inappropriate social pressure,
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Relevance: 1 = Low Relevance; 2 = Mostly Relevant; 3 =
Highly Relevant

Item

Feels proud about
academic
performance
Can describe how
they feel
Is confident in
abilities
Recognizes
strengths
Is self-aware
Has self-confidence
Is self-aware of
emotions
Reflects on how
they feel
Recognizes
limitations
Believes in
themselves
Has accurate selfperception
Is happy with
themselves
Aware of how
others see them
Understanding their
role in situations
Feels proud about
academic
performance
Is confident in
abilities
Recognizes
strengths
Is self-aware
Has self-confidence

negotiating solutions to conflict,
and seeking help when needed.

Constructs Sureness Relevance Comments
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Has self-control
Can calm down
when upset
Is self-motivated
Takes initiative
Works towards
meeting school
goals
Prioritizes
schoolwork over
preferred activities
Consistently
follows routines
Follows directions
Regulates negative
emotions
Perseveres through
difficulties
Is organized
Disciplined
Identifies problems
easily
Identifies safe
behaviors in a
given situation
Understands class
and school rules
Takes
responsibility for
negative choices
Respects personal
boundaries
Thinks before they
act
Asks for help to
solve difficult
problems
Knows right from
wrong
Reflects on their
choices

64
Does the right thing
Is responsible
Makes good
choices
Problem solves
Finds solutions
Has positive
relationships
Makes friends
easily
Talks positively
about peers
Volunteers in group
settings
Involved in
extracurricular
activities
Works well with
others
Volunteers to help
others
Is helpful in the
classroom
Enjoys socializing
with peers
Communicates well
Is a team player
Has many friends
Gets along with
others
Shows good
behaviors
Follows the rules
Is respectful of
personal boundaries
Is compassionate
Accepting of others
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Accepts others with
different racial or
ethnic identities
Initiates
conversations with
new people
Is empathetic
Helpful to peers
and staff
Tolerates opposing
opinions
Is easy to get along
with
Deals well with
conflict
Feels liked
Is well liked
Is tolerant
Names their
strengths
Takes a break when
overwhelmed
Apologizes when
appropriate
Says “no” when
they do not want
something (or do
something)
Gives comfort to
others (ex., hugs,
kind words)
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APPENDIX B
Item Pool Sample
Domain
1. Self-awareness: Knowing
what we are feeling in the
moment; having a realistic
assessment of our own abilities
and a well-grounded sense of
self-confidence.

Items
1. Feels proud about academic performance
2. Can describe how they feel
3. Is confident in abilities
4. Recognizes strengths
5. Is self-aware
6. Has self-confidence
7. Is self-aware of emotions
8. Reflects on how they feel
9. Recognizes limitations
10. Believes in themselves
11. Has accurate self-perception
12. Is happy with themselves
13. Aware of how others see them
14. Understanding their role in situations
15. Names their strengths

2 .Self-management: Handling
our emotions so they facilitate
rather than interfere with the task
at hand; being conscientious and
delaying gratification to pursue
goals; persevering in the face of
setbacks and frustrations.

1. Has self-control
2. Can calm down when upset
3. Is self-motivated
4. Takes initiative
5. Works towards meeting school goals
6. Prioritizes schoolwork over preferred activities
7. Consistently follows routines
8. Follows directions
9. Regulates negative emotions
10. Perseveres through difficulties
11. Is organized
12. Disciplined
13. Controls impulses
14. Manages stress
15. Takes a break when overwhelmed

3. Responsible decision making:
Making decisions based on
accurate consideration of all
relevant factors and the likely
consequences of alternative
courses of action, respecting
others, and taking responsibility
for one’s decisions.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Identifies problems easily
Identifies safe behaviors in a given situation
Understands class and school rules
Takes responsibility for negative choices
Respects personal boundaries
Thinks before they act
Asks for help to solve difficult problems
Knows right from wrong
Reflects on their choices
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10. Does the right thing
11. Is responsible
12. Makes good choices
13. Problem solves
14. Finds solutions
15. Apologizes when appropriate
4. Relationship skills: Handling
emotions and relationships
effectively; establishing and
maintaining healthy and
rewarding relationships based on
cooperation, resistance to
inappropriate social pressure,
negotiating solutions to conflict,
and seeking help when needed.

1. Has positive relationships
2. Makes friends easily
3. Talks positively about peers
4. Volunteers in group settings
5. Involved in extracurricular activities
6. Works well with others
7. Volunteers to help others
8. Is helpful in the classroom
9. Enjoys socializing with peers
10. Communicates well
11. Is a team player
12. Has many friends
13. Gets along with others
14. Shows good behaviors
15. Says “no” when they do not want something (or
do something)

5. Social awareness:
Understanding what others are
feeling; being able to take their
perspective; appreciating and
interacting positively with
diverse groups.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Follows the rules
Is respectful of personal boundaries
Is compassionate
Accepting of others
Accepts others with different racial or ethnic
identities
6. Initiates conversations with new people
7. Is empathetic
8. Helpful to peers and staff
9. Tolerates opposing opinions
10. Is easy to get along with
11. Deals well with conflict
12. Feels liked
13. Is well liked
14. Is tolerant
15. Gives comfort to others (ex., hugs, kind words)
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APPENDIX C
Descriptive Measure Characteristics

Name of
Measure

CASEL Domains Addressed
(Y/N)
Selfawareness

SelfManagement

Behavioral
and
Emotional
Rating
Scale, 2nd
edition
(BERS-2)
*Behaviora
l and
Emotional
Screening
System
(BESS)

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

“Uses anger
management
skills”

“Shows concern
for the feelings
of others”

“Listens to
others”

“Considers
consequences of own
behavior"

Y

N

Y

Y

“tries to help
others be their
best”

“disobeys”

Behavior
Interventio
n
Monitoring
Assessmen
t System
(BIMAS)

N

Y

Y

“acted without
thinking”

“spoke clearly
with others”

“followed directions”

“worked to
his/her
academic
potential”

“maintained
friendships”

Devereux
Early
Childhood
Assessmen
t (DECA)

Y

Y

“Calm
himself/
herself
down”

“Control his/
her anger”

Y

Y

“is well
organized”

Y

N

N

Y

Relationship
skills

Duration

Cost

Target
Populati
on

Item #

Interpersonal strength
Family involvement
Intrapersonal strength
School functioning
Affective strength
Career strength
Strength Index

10 minutes

$39$208

Ages 5-18
years

52

Behavioral and
Emotional Risk Index
Externalizing Risk
Index
Internalizing Risk
Index
Adaptive Skills Risk
Index

5-10 minutes

$28$432

Ages 3-18
years

25-30

Behavioral Concern
Scales- conduct,
negative affect,
Cognitive/Attention

5- 10 minutes

$99-$100

Ages 5-18
years

3-5 minutes

$229

Ages 3-5
years

38

5-8 minutes

$42$120

Grades K8

72

Responsible
Decision Making

“engaged in risktaking behavior”

Y

Y

“listen to or
respect
others”

“make decisions for
himself/ herself”

Y

Y

34

Adaptive Scalessocial, learning

IN - Initiative
SR - Self Regulation
AR -Attachment/
Relationships TPF Total Protective
Factors
BC - Behavioral
Concerns
Total Protective
Factors
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Devereux
Student

N

Social
Awareness

Scale/Score
Domains

Strengths
Assessmen
t (DESSA)

“show an
awareness
of his/her
personal
strengths”

“stay calm
when faced
with a
challenge”

“get along with
different types
of people”

“seek
advice?”

“show the ability to
decide between right
and wrong”

Optimistic Thinking
Self-Management
Goal-Directed
behavior
Self-Awareness
Personal
Responsibility
Decision Making
Relationship Skills
Social-Emotional
Composite

Delaware
Social
Emotional
Competenc
ies Scale
(DSECS)
SocialEmotional
Assets and
Resilience
Scale
(SEARS)

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

5 minutes

“I can control
how I behave”

“I think about
how others feel”

“I get along
well with
others”

“I feel responsible for
how I act”

Responsible Decision
making
Relationship Skills
Self-Management
Social Awareness

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

20 minutes

“comfortab
le telling
how feels”

“thinks before
acting”

“comfortable
talking with
others”

“makes good
decisions”

Total Score
Self-Regulation
Social Competence
Empathy
Responsibility

Y

Y

Y

N

“Positive
attitude”

“Impulsiveness”

At Risk/ Not At Risk
Total Behavior
Social Behavior
Academic Behavior
Emotional Behavior

Y

SEL- SEL Composite
SA- Self-awareness
SM- Selfmanagement

N

“Cooperation
with Peers”

“Temper
outbursts”

Y

Y

“Says nice
things

“Uses
appropriate

Y

Y
“Participates
in games or

Grades 312

16

$27$387

Grades 712 (ages
8-18
years)

41

1-3 minutes
for a single
student

Free to
use

Grades KHigh
school

15

10- 25
minutes

$47.25$561

Ages 3-18
years

51

Scoring
(only for
Delaware
schools)

70

Social
Academic
and
Emotional
Behavior
Risk
Screener
(SAEBRS)
Social
Skills
Improveme

“identify and
change
thoughts”

Surveys
(free)

nt System
Social
Emotional
Learning
(SSISSEL)

about
herself/him
self without
bragging”

language
when upset“

“Stands up for
others who are
treated unfairly“

group
activities”

“Takes responsibility
for her/his own
actions”

SO- Social
Awareness
RS- Relationship
Skills
RDM- Responsible
Decision Making
CS- Core Skills
AC- Academic
Competence

Strengths
and
Difficulties
Questionna
ire (SDQ)

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

“Nervous
or clingy in
new
situations,
easily loses
confidence
”

“Can stop and
think things
out before
acting”

Total Difficulties
Score (first four)

N

N

Systematic
Screening
for
Behavior
Disorders
(SSBD)

“Often offers
to help others
(parents,
teachers,
other
children)”

“Generally well
behaved, usually
does what adults
request”

Y

Y

Y

“Is considerate
of the feelings
of others”

“Cooperates
with peers in
group
activities or
situations”

“Expresses anger
appropriately, e.g.,
reacts to situation
without being violent
or destructive”

“Follows
established
classroom rules”

~ 5 minutes

Free

Ages 2-17
years

25

45-60 minutes
per classroom
(stages 1 and
2)

$130-550
per
school
for a 12
month
subscription

Grades K9

Stage
1- list
and
rank

Emotional symptoms
Conduct problems
Hyperactivity/
inattention
Peer relationship
problems
Prosocial behavior
Severity of risk
indicated
Stage 1- ranking top
5 students based on
internalizing and
externalizing
definitions

Stage
2- 77
items

Stage 2- evaluate top
5 students using Y/N
rating scale
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Student Wellbeing Teacher-Report Scale (SWTRS)
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Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ)
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